DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 414 296 



TM 027 742 



AUTHOR 

TITLE 



INSTITUTION 

SPONS AGENCY 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 



CONTRACT 
PUB TYPE 
EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



Raber, Suzanne; Roach, Virginia 

State-Level Reforms in Education: District Response and the 
Implications for Special Education. Cross-Site Analysis 
Based on Four Case Studies . 

National Association of State Boards of Education, 
Alexandria, VA. 

Special Education Programs (ED/OSERS) , Washington, DC. 
1997-03-26 

34p . ; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (Chicago, IL, March 24-28, 
1997) . 

H023H40002 

Reports - Evaluative (142) -- Speeches/Meeting Papers (150) 

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. 

♦Accountability ; Case Studies; Curriculum; Disabilities; 
Educational Administration; Educational Assessment; 
♦Educational Change; Educational Policy; Elementary 
Secondary Education; Professional Development; Program 
Implementation; Rural Schools; *School Districts; *Special 
Education; Standards; Teachers; Urban Schools 



ABSTRACT 



This paper provides cross-site policy analysis of themes 
related to state education reform and the impact of state educational reforms 
on students with disabilities and special education programs. It analyzes 
state-level reforms in the general education policy areas of curriculum, 
assessment, accountability, teacher development, and governance and explores 
local district implementation in each of these areas. Each case study site 
was selected because of its participation in the Consortium for Inclusive 
Schooling Practices. Sites included: (1) two large, diverse urban districts 

in California; (2) two rural, racially homogeneous districts in Missouri; (3) 
two rural /suburban districts with a high degree of student diversity in New 
Mexico; and (4) two fairly homogeneous suburban districts in Pennsylvania. 

The study was limited to kindergarten through grade 12 education programs and 
focused on students with disabilities rather than the gifted and talented who 
are sometimes included under special education. In spite of an emphasis by 
the states on standards-based curricula, these districts tended to focus on 
curriculum development supported by external funds, often part of integrated 
curriculum and instruction packages. Performance-based assessment has had 
benefits in terms of staff development, but not necessarily in terms of 
understanding student achievement levels. All the study states were putting 
increasing emphasis on accountability, but while state reforms were focused 
on improving the quality of teaching, local efforts centered on increasing 
the availability of teachers. State reforms fostering increased local 
governance have been well -received, and are being implemented. (SLD) 
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INTRODUCTION 
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The Center for Policy Research on the Impact of General and Special Education Reform 
(Center) is a national, collaborative project initiated in 1994 by the National Association of State 
Boards of Education (NASBE) and two other organizations: the Institute for the Study of 
Exceptional Children and Youth at the University of Maryland (UM), and the Consortium for 
Policy Research in Education (CPRE), now at the University of Pennsylvania. The purpose of 
the Center is to determine options for policymakers at the federal, state and local levels by 
investigating and examining the interaction of critical policy issues in general and special 
education. A principal focus of the Center’s research is how such issues affect the education of 
students with disabilities. 

Over the course of three years, the Center is scheduled to conduct extensive analyses 
across diverse state and local sites. CPRE is tracking general education reforms in 12 states; UM 
is conducting in-depth case studies in five local districts; and NASBE is conducting cumulative 
in-depth case studies in four states: California, Missouri, New Mexico and Pennsylvania. 

The Center’s Year 1 Technical Report, released in March 1996, featured the work of 
CPRE. This report: (1) highlighted the salient features of general education reforms across 18 
states; (2) provided a preliminary assessment of the nature and involvement of special education 
in these reforms; and (3) discussed implications of these reforms for students with disabilities 
and related emerging issues. The reform areas featured were: standards and curriculum; 
assessment; accountability, teacher licensure and professional development, finance and 
education governance. In addition, two federal programs were highlighted, Goals 2000 and 
School-to-Work. 1 This year’s work features: the relationship between state reforms and local 
district implementation of those reforms; and issues regarding special education that are 
associated with local district implementation of those reforms. The Center’s third year report 
will be a cross-site analysis of five local district case studies conducted by UM. 

NASBE ’s Role in the Center 

NASBE’ s role in the Center is to provide in-depth policy analysis at the state level and to 
examine the implementation of policies by local districts, with an eye toward how students with 
disabilities and special education are treated and accommodated in these policies. In order to 



'Margaret Goertz and Diane Friedman, State Education Reform and Students With 
Disabilities: A Preliminary’ Analysis. (March 1996) Alexandria. V A: National Association of 
State Boards of Education. 
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conduct a cumulative case study in each state. NASBE staff are reviewing state policies and 
related documents and interviewing a variety of state and local district education personnel, 
parents, advocates and policymakers. 



The Five Policy Areas of This Paper 

Special education is not a separate program entirely, but rather a system of supports that 
may be utilized by general educators to provide additional assistance to students who have been 
identified as having a disability. As such, the general education program provides the context for 
describing special education policies and practices in major policy areas such as curriculum, 
assessment, accountability, teacher development, and governance. For example, there is no 
special education curriculum developed by state departments of education, but rather sample 
adaptations and accommodations to curriculum frameworks that are utilized by special educators 
across a given state. Similarly, although there may be different rates of participation and 
different types of participation in a state assessment system, fundamentally, the assessment is the 
same for general and special education students who participate in the state’s standard 
assessment . 2 

Having “cast our net broadly” to discern policy reforms in the study states and local 
districts, all of our data can be clustered into the eight policy areas. The six salient general 
education policy areas have been used by CPRE to track reforms for a number of years — 
Curriculum, Assessment, Accountability, Teacher Development, Governance, and Finance. Two 
additional special education areas emerged from our research — Eligibility for Special Education, 
and Special Education Service Delivery. This paper will focus on state-level reforms in five of 
the general education policy areas (Curriculum, Assessment, Accountability, Teacher 
Development, and Governance), local district implementation in each of these policy areas, and 
the implications for special education and students with disabilities. 



Methodology 

The purpose of this paper is to provide cross-site policy analysis of the themes related to 
state education reform, to examine local district responses to education reforms, and their impact 
on students with disabilities and special education at the local level. This paper draws on four 



2 Two exceptions to this framework of six policy areas (curriculum, assessment, 
accountability, teacher development, governance and finance) are service delivery models for 
special education and state and local policies that create the parameters for finding students 
eligible for special education. These areas of special education reform are covered in the full 
technical report on which this paper is based. 
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parallel case studies completed for each of the four NASBE study states: California, Missouri, 
New Mexico, and Pennsylvania. The four states were selected because they: (1) represented 
different geographic regions of the country, and (2) NASBE was already working with these four 
states on another special education policy project. 3 Hence, we were able to dovetail on the work 
and access data established through the other project. 



During 1995 NASBE completed the first phase of each state case study by reviewing state 
reform policies and documents; and interviewing a variety of state policymakers, department of 
education personnel, advocates and legislative staff. Although their specific titles vary from state 
to state, state department staff were asked to identify the person who most closely filled the 
following positions: 



State General Education 
Director of curriculum 
Director of assessment 
Director of accountability 
Director of school finance 
Director of teacher policy 
Director of govemanc e/restructuring 
Goals 2000 coordinator 
School-to-Work coordinator 
Chapter 1 /Title 1 director 
Director of bilingual education 
Director of vocational education 



State General and Special Education 
Chair/Member - State Board of Education 
Staff to relevant legislative committees 

State Special Education 

Director of special education 

Special education advocacy organizations 

SEA monitoring personnel 

CSPD coordinator 

Director of Statewide Systems Change 
Grants (where applicable) 



In order to obtain an impression of how local districts in the study states are responding to 
reform initiatives, policies and programs, NASBE interviewed a variety of stakeholders in two 
local districts in each state during 1996. District personnel were asked to identify the following 
for district interviews: 

• District superintendent or designee; 

• District director of special education ; 

• 3 principals of 1 elementary school, 1 middle school, and 1 high school, (same “feeder 



^Simultaneous to this project, NASBE is also a partner in the Consortium for Inclusive 
Schooling Practices (86V-40007), an OSEP-funded project whose purpose is to support the 
inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms in restructuring schools 
and in school reform in general. 
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pattern”); 

3-6 regular education teachers (1-2 teachers from each of the schools represented 
above); 

3-6 special education teachers (1-2 teachers from each of the schools represented above); 

3-6 parents of students with disabilities (1-2 parents from each of the schools represented 
above); and 

3-6 parents of students without disabilities (1-2 parents from each of the schools 
represented above). 



District policy documents and accountability reports were also reviewed. All data used in this 
paper were gathered between May 1995 and August 1996. 

This study is limited to K-12 education programs and does not include early childhood or 
preschool education nor post-secondary education. Finally, the study looks primarily at students 
with disabilities and does not include an exploration of issues regarding students labeled gifted 
and talented, although two of our study states include these students under special education. 

Site Selection 

As mentioned above, each NASBE case study state was selected because of its 
participation in the Consortium for Inclusive Schooling Practices, another OSEP-funded national 
project. In each state one district was selected that was affiliated with the Consortium. The 
second district in that state was selected to match demographically with the Consortium district. 
Districts were also selected so as to represent a range in degree of urbanicity and diversity across 
the states (as defined by the state). The districts were as follows: 

• In California, two large, diverse urban districts; 

• In Missouri, two rural, racially homogeneous districts; 

• In New Mexico, two rural/suburban districts with a high degree of student cultural 
diversity; and 

• In Pennsylvania, two fairly homogeneous suburban districts. 



In addition to being matched on size, the districts were matched on percentage of students on free 
and reduced lunch and the percentage of non-white students in the district. 
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